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Art Unit: 1763 

Claims 1-4, 8-10, 12, 13, 14 and 25-28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 112, second 
paragraph, as being indefinite for failing to particularly point out and distinctly claim the 
subject matter which applicant regards as the invention. Claim 1 recites "(a) vaporizer 
comprising ... a valved outlet passage . . . wherein said vaporizer has no internal 
moving or rotating surfaces". It is noted that the "valved outlet passage" refers to the 
shut-off valve 26 of applicants' Fig. 1. These recited limitations are inconsistent with 
each other because the recited valve in the outlet passage includes internal moving or 
rotating surfaces, and thus it contradicts the newly added limitation of "wherein said 
vaporizer has no internal moving or rotating surfaces". Also, claim 25 recites "a 
vaporizing and deposition system comprising ... an actuatable outlet . . . wherein said 
vaporizing and deposition system has no internal moving or rotating surfaces". The 
recited actuatable outlet also refers to the shut-off valve 26 of applicants' Fig. 1 . These 
recited limitations are inconsistent with each other because the recited "actuatable 
outlet" includes internal moving or rotating surfaces, and thus it contradicts the newly 
added limitation of "wherein said vaporizing and deposition system has no internal 
moving or rotating surfaces". 

The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 

Claims 1-4, 8-10, 12, 13, 14 and 25-28 rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being 
unpatentable over Stall (5,336,324) or Nagashima (6,473,564), either one taken in view 
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of Mori (JP 04-228562) and Barr (2,447,789). Stall (see Figs. 14b and 17a, for 
example) and Nagashima (see Fig. 3, for example) each discloses a vaporizer 
comprising a vaporizer chamber having an interior space for accumulation of vapor, a 
heating device for applying heat to the vaporizer chamber, a removable sealing lid 
positioned on the vaporizer container, and a valved outlet positioned in the sealing lid. 
The vaporizer of each of Stall and Nagashima is an effusion cell for vacuum evaporation 
of the type used for physical vapor deposition (PVD). The vaporizer chambers of Stall 
and Nagashima don't have a block with wells as presently claimed. Mori (see abstract 
and Fig. 1 ) and Barr (see Figs. 1 and 2, for example) also disclose vaporizers 
comprising a vaporizer chamber having an interior space for accumulation of vapor and 
a heating device for applying heat to the vaporizer chamber. Mori's vaporizer chamber 
in particular includes a sealing lid having an opening, wherein the sealing lid forms a 
vapor accumulation space as in Stall and Nagashima. Also, the vaporizer of Mori and 
Barr is a PVD effusion cell for vacuum evaporation. Mori and Barr teach that material 
can be vaporized more efficiently by providing the vaporizer chamber in the form of a 
thermally conductive block having wells. The material to be vaporized is placed in the 
wells. Mori and Barr teach that this arrangement increases the surface area of thermal 
contact between the interior surface of the heated vaporizer chamber and the material 
to be vaporized, and therefore heats and vaporizes the material more efficiently. It 
would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the vaporizer container of 
Stall or Nagashima by providing it in the form of a block having wells because Mori and 
Barr teach that this arrangement heats and vaporizes more efficiently. Regarding the 
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use of a thermocouple for controlling the temperature of the crucible, both Stall (see Fig. 
14a and col. 25, lines 34-51) and Nagashima (see Fig. 2 and the paragraph bridging 
cols. 9 and 1 0) teach the use of a thermocouple to control the temperature of the 
crucible in the conventional way. Also, regarding the use of a heating resistor to heat 
the crucible, it would have been obvious to one skilled in the art to modify the 
embodiment of Fig. 3 of Nagashima by using a heating resistor of the type shown in Fig. 
2 of Nagashima. 

Claim 13 is rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Stall 
(5,336,324) taken in view of Mori (JP 04-228562) and Barr (2,447,789) for the reasons 
stated above, and taken in further view of Witzman (6,202,591 ). Witzman (see the col. 
15, line 57 to col. 16, line 10, for example) teaches that it is desirable to form a vacuum 
evaporated coating by subliming a fluorine containing source material, and it would 
have been obvious to one skilled in the art to use the vacuum evaporation apparatus of 
Stall to form the coating desired by Witzman. 

Claims 5-7 and 1 1 are considered allowable over the prior art of record. 

Applicants have argued that the newly added limitation of "said lid having a single 
outlet port therein for flow out of the closed vessel" distinguishes over Stall's Fig. 14b 
embodiment. It is noted, however, that while claim 1 now recites "a single outlet port", 
the "comprising" language used in claiml allows for the claim to include other outlet 
ports in addition to the recited single outlet port. See In re Crish, 73 USPQ2d 1364. 

Applicants have argued that the newly added limitation of "wherein said vaporizer 
has no internal moving or rotating surfaces" distinguishes over Stall's Fig. 17a 
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embodiment, because the shaft 1218, valve 1234 and stepper motor 1232 are moving 
parts. It is noted, however, that while these parts are moving part during time in which 
they are actuated, they are not moving during a deposition process when vapor is 
flowing through the outlet, or after a deposition process when no vapor is flowing. 
During these times the vaporizer does not include moving parts as claimed. 

Applicants have argued that if the vaporizer of Nagashima were modified 
according to the teachings of Mori, Nagashima's vaporizer would have multiple release 
openings. It is noted, however, that the obviousness rejection only requires that 
Nagashima's vaporizer be modified by providing it with wells as taught by Mori. Also, as 
noted above, while claim 1 now recites "a single outlet port", the "comprising" language 
used in claiml allows for the claim to include other outlet ports in addition to the recited 
single outlet port. See In re Crish, 73 USPQ2d 1364. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in 
this Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP 
§ 706.07(a). Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 
CFR 1.136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
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the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Richard Bueker whose telephone number is (571) 272- 
1431. The examiner can normally be reached on 9 AM - 5:30 PM, Monday-Friday. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Parviz Hassanzadeh can be reached on (571) 272-1435. The fax phone 
number for the organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 571- 
273-8300. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the 
Patent Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for 
published applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. 
Status information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. 
For more information about the PAIR system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should 
you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the Electronic 
Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). If you would like assistance from a 
USPTO Customer Service Representative or access to the automated information 
system, call 800-786-9199 (IN USA OR CANADA) or 571-272-1000. 

Richard Bueker 
Primary Examiner 
Art Unit 1763 



